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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following Office Action is based on Application No. 10/678,759 filed on 
October 2, 2003, claiming priority from a US provisional application filed October 3, 
2002 and having claims 1-40 and Figures 1-23. 

Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the acronyms WT and BS 
need to be changed to Wireless Terminal (WT) and Base Station (BS) in all lines cited. 

Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01 (b). 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 9, 21 and 32 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

It is suggested that applicant changes the phrase "correspond to" in line 2 of 
claim 9 to "corresponding to". 

It is suggested that applicant add the word "to" after the word "corresponding" in 
line 2 of claim 21. 

It is suggested that applicant remove the letter "s" in the word "numbers" in claim 
32 to match the limitation "the number of data units" of the prior claims. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



4. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3-4 and 6-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant 
changes the limitation to "said group of transmission requests" to match the limitation of 
the prior claims. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "the first request" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant changes 
the limitation to " the first transmission request" as stated in claim 1 . 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant 
changes the limitation to "said group of transmission requests" to match the limitation of 
the prior claims. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in lines 2-3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant needs to change 
the limitation to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 

1. 

Claim 7 is subsequently rejected as being dependent on a rejected base claim. 
Claim 8 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in lines 2-3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant needs to change 
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the limitation to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 
1. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in lines 2-3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant needs to change 
the limitation to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 
1. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "the first and second queues" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant is required to 
change the limitation to "the first and second set of queue information" as stated in base 
claims 1 and 5. 

Claim 10 recites the limitation "said first table" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation needs to be changed to 
"said first quantization table" as stated in line 2 of the claim. 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "said data unit information" in line 2. There is no 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "the first and second queues" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant is required to 
change the limitation to "the first and second set of queue information" as stated in base 
claims 1 and 5. 

Claim 11 recites the limitation "said first and second requests" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation needs to be 
changed to "said first and second transmission requests" as recited in claims 1 and 2. 
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Claim 12 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant 
changes the limitation to "said group of transmission requests" to match the limitation of 
the prior claims. 

Claim 13 recites the limitation "said first and second requests" in line 1. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation needs to be 
changed to "said first and second transmission requests" as recited in claims 1 and 2. 

Claim 13 recites the limitation "the first request" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant changes 
the limitation to " the first transmission request" as stated in claim 1. 

Claim 13 recites the limitation "the second request message" in lines 2-3. There 
is no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 14 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in lines 1 and 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant 
changes the limitation to "said group of transmission requests" to match the limitation of 
the prior claims. 

Claim 14 recites the limitation "said first one of said plurality of different 
transmission priority levels" in lines 3-4 and 7. There is no antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "said maintained queue information" in line 5. 
There is no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claims 17-27 recite the limitation "the device" in line 1 . There is no antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant needs to change the limitation to "the 
wireless communications device" as stated in base claim 16. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is suggested that applicant 
changes the limitation to "said group of transmission requests" to match the limitation of 
the prior claims. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "said means for generating a group of transmission 
requests" in lines 2-3. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim. The limitation needs to be changed to "said means for periodically generating a 
group of transmission requests". 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "the first request" in line. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation needs to be changed to 
"the first transmission request". 

Claim 1 8 recites the limitation "said means for generating" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said means for periodically generating". 

Claim 18 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in line 1. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said group of transmission requests" as stated in claim 16. 
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Claim 19 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in line 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in lines 2-3. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 21 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in line 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 22 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in line 3-4. There' is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 23 recites the limitation "said priority levels" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be changed to 
"said plurality of different transmission priority levels" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 23 recites the limitation "said means for generating a group of requests" in 
line 1. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The 
limitation should be changed to "said means for periodically generating a group of 
transmission requests" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 24 recites the limitation "said first table" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be changed to 
"said first quantization table" as stated in line 2 of the claim. 
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Claim 25 recites the limitation "said first and second queues" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said first and second set of queue information" as stated in base claims 16 
and 19. 

Claim 25 recites the limitation "said first and second requests" in lines 2-3. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said first and second transmission requests" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 26 recites the limitation "said group of requests" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said group of transmission requests" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "said first and second requests" in line 1 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be 
changed to "said first and second transmission requests" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "the first request" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should be changed to "the 
first transmission request" as stated in claim 16. 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "the second request message" in lines 2-3. There 
is no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 28 recites the limitation "said transmission priority levels" in line 11. There 
is no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 29 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in line 2. There is 
insufficient no basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim 30 is subsequently rejected for being dependent on a rejected base claim. 

Claim 31 recites the limitation "said priority levels" in line 2. There is no 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 31 recites the limitation "said one of said priority levels" in line 3. There is 
no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 32 recites the limitation "said one of said priority levels" in line 3. There is 
no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 33 recites the limitation "said priority levels" in line 2. There is no 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 34-35 are subsequently rejected for being dependent on a rejected base 

claim. 

Claim 36 recites the limitation "said transmission priority levels" in lines 11-12. 
There is no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 37 recites the limitation "said plurality of priority levels" in lines 3-4. There 
is no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 38 recites the limitation "said priority levels" in lines 3-4. There is no 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 38 recites the limitation "said one of said priority levels" in line 5. There is 
no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 39 recites the limitation "said one of said priority levels" in line 4. There is 
no antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim 40 recites the limitation "said priority levels" in lines 3-4. There is no 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-4, 6-7, 16-18, 20-21, 28 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Agarwala et al. (US 6,868, 087 B1) and Struhsaker et al. (US 
7,002,929 B1) in view of Crisler et al. (5,515,379) (reference disclosed by applicant). 

For claims 1-2, 16, 28 and 36, Agarwala discloses maintaining a first set of 
queue information indicating for each of a plurality of different transmission priority 
levels a number of data units to be transmitted (column 4, lines 28-54 wherein queue 
manager 102 may be split into multiple queue associated with different priority levels). 
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Argawala teaches the entire claimed invention except for periodically generating 
a group of transmission requests over time as a function of the maintained queue 
information and a first transmission request specifying an absolute number of data units 
to be transmitted for a first one of the plurality of different transmission priority levels 
and further includes a second transmission request. 

Struhsaker et al. discloses periodically generating a group of transmission 
requests over time as a function of. the maintained queue information (column 14, lines 
29-53, column 10, lines 14-28 wherein traffic requirements requests from several 
groups of devices are generated). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the communication network of Agarwala with the queue management method 
of Strusaker. The queue management method of Struhsaker is implemented into the 
communication network of Agarwala by generating a group of requests to maintain the 
queue traffic. The motivation to combine the queue management method of Strusaker 
with the communication network of Agarwala is that it provides an efficient traffic 
management mechanism. 

Agarwala and Struhsaker disclose the entire claimed invention except a first 
transmission request specifying an absolute number of data units to be transmitted for a 
first one of the plurality of different transmission priority levels and further includes a 
second transmission request. 
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Crisler, from the same or similar field of endeavor, teaches the first or second 
transmission request specifying the amount of time slots needed for the amount of time 
frames to be transmitted (column 4, lines 29-67). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the communication network of Agarwala and Struhsaker with the traffic 
management method of Crisler. The traffic management method of Crisler can be 
implemented into the network of Agarwala and Struhsaker by including the amount of 
data units in the channel allocation request. The motivation to combine the traffic 
management method of Crisler with the communication network of Agarwala and 
Struhsaker is that it provides an efficient uplink channel allocation mechanism. 

For claims 3 and 17, Agarwala discloses incorporating in the first request a 
number of data units to be transmitted corresponding to the highest transmission priority 
level having a non-zero number of data units to be transmitted as indicated by the set of 
queue information (column 5, lines 24-45 wherein the channel request with the highest 
priority level is allocated). 

For claim 4 and 18, Crisler discloses incorporating a second number of data units 
to be transmitted corresponding to another transmission priority level into the first 
transmission request (column 4, lines 29-67 wherein the first or second transmission 
request specifying the amount of time slots needed for the amount of time frames to be 
transmitted). 

For claims 6-7 and 20-21 , Crisler discloses the second transmission request 
includes a relative number of data units corresponding to one of the plurality of priority 
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levels to be transmitted, wherein the relative number in an estimated in the first queue 
information maintained by the wireless communications device (column 4, lines 29-67, 
column 5, lines 23-62 wherein the amount of time frames requested corresponds to the 
priority levels). 

6. Claims 5 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crisler; Agarwala and Struhsaker as applied to claims 1-4, 16-18, 20-21, 28 and 36 
above, and further in view of Spinar et al. (US 7,006,530 B2). 

For claims 5 and 19, Agarwala, Crisler and Struhsaker disclose the entire 
claimed invention except maintaining a second set of queue information from an 
estimate of the base station's estimate. 

Spinar, from the same or similar field of endeavor, teaches queuing information 
from base station whereby the base station polls users to allocate bandwidth (column 3, 
lines 56-67). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to someone of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the modified system of Agarwala, Crisler and Struhsaker with the bandwidth 
allocation method of Spinar. The bandwidth allocation method of Spinar can be 
implemented into the network of Agarwala, Crisler and Struhsaker by including the 
amount of data units in the channel allocation request. The motivation to combine the 
bandwidth allocation method of Spinar with the modified system of Agarwala, Crisler 
and Struhsaker is that it provides an efficient uplink channel allocation mechanism. 
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Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Connors (US 2003/0016649 A1) and Hughes et al. (US 
6,747,971 B1) are cited to show systems pertinent to applicant's invention. Connors 
discloses a resource allocation method with a resource metric and Hughes discloses a 
scheduling method to determine priority between multicast and unicast traffic. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farah Faroul whose telephone number is 571-270-1421 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 6:30 AM - 4 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-3126. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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F. Faroul 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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